
B&V WASTE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY CORP. TEL (312) 346-3775

ARCS V/USEPA
Springfield Township Dump

230 WEST MONROE SUITE 225O

CHICAGO. ILLINOIS 6O6O6

FAX: (312) 346-4781

July 13, 1990

Mr. Dan O'Riordan
Community Relations Coordinator ^
U.S. EPA, Region 5 ;;V,' >
230 S. Dearborn '-i./"•',•/„
Chicago, IL 60604 ""**.'%

RE: Springfield Township Dump Fact Sheets

Dear Dan:

Submitted with this letter are the Proposed Plan fact sheets for the
Springfield Township Dump site. The copies for mailing are folded,
stapled and labeled with the site mailing list labels. The remaining
copies are unfolded for your use. I have also sent a copy to each of
the individuals copied on this letter. At Marilou Martin's request, I
have also sent Robin Campbell, MDNR, six fact sheets for her use.

Also attached is a hard copy of the site mailing list for your files.
If you have any questions, please call.

Sincerely,
/•

Ends.
cc: M^Martin,

U^. Norman,
T. Lesser,
B. Bruce,

/:

Marti L. Shanks
Community Relations Manager

USEPA w/encl.
USEPA w/encl.
USEPA w/encl.

BVWST w/encl.
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INTRODUCTION
The U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), in cooperation with
the Michigan Department of Natural
Resources (MDNR), has recom-
mended a cleanup alternative to
control contamination at the Spring-
field Township Dump Superfund
site in Oakland County, Michigan.
This fact sheet describes the activi-
ties conducted to date at the site,
and summarizes the Feasibility
Study (FS) completed. A glossary
of terms used in this fact sheet is on
page 7. Ail words and phrases
defined in the glossary appear in
bold print the first time they are
used. The complete Remedial
Investigation (Rl) and FS reports,
the Proposed Plan, and other docu-
ments pertaining to the site, are

available for public review at the
local information repository listed on
page 8.

The Comprehensive Environmen-
tal Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA)
requires that the public be notified
of the remedial alternatives being
considered and the preferred reme-
dy recommended by the EPA and
the MDNR. This fact sheet, along
with the public meeting to be held
on July 24, 1990, is intended to
relay the key elements of the study
and ERA's preferred alternative so
that the public can submit com-
ments on the recommendation.
These comments will be used by
EPA in making the final decision of
which alternative will be used to
control the contamination at the
Springfield site.



SITE DESCRIPTION AND
BACKGROUND

The Springfield Township Dump
(Springfield) site is located south
of the town of Davisburg, in
Springf ield Township, Oakland
County, Michigan. The site cov-
ers approximately four acres lying
with in a rural residential area
Ioc&ted near the junct ion of
Ormond and Shindler Roads (now
known as Woodland Trail). The
site is located on a local topo-
graphic high and consists of an
open fenced area surrounded by
dense woods.

The Springfield site was used for
chemical waste disposal over a
per od of many years. Liquid
wastes and sludges were
dumped into a depression (dis-
posal pit) located near the center
of the site. Drums of waste mate-
rials were also stored at various
locations throughout the site.

In 1980, the MDNR conducted a
removal action and hauled away
approximately 1,500 drums of
wastes and 711 tons of contami-
nated soils. The Springfield site
was finalized on the National Pri-
orities List in 1983.

Under a Cooperative Agreement
wi th ERA, MDNR conducted a
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (RI/FS) at the site f rom
1984 to 1986. In January 1988,
the project was transferred from
MDNR to EPA and is now a feder-
al lead project being conducted
in coordination with the MDNR.

RESULTS OF THE REME-
DIAL INVESTIGATION
AND FEASIBILITY STUDY

The Rl, consisting of on-site sci-
entif ic studies and laboratory

analyses, was conducted to
determine the nature and extent
of contaminat ion at the site.
Ac t i v i t i es per formed to date
include soil/sediment sampling,
ground water sampling, surface
water sampling, air quality investi-
gation, monitoring well installa-
tion, geophysical investigations,
and characterization of the natu-
ral environment. The results of the
Rl indicate contamination in sur-
face and subsurface soils and
ground water.

Soil is contaminated extending
down to the water table on-site
(80-95 feet below the surface),
with highest concentrations main-
ly in a central area of the site near
the disposal pit. Subsurface soil
contaminants include polychlori-
nated biphenyls (PCB's), DOT,
phenols, ODD, lead, and volatile
organic compounds (VOC's).
Shal low soi l contaminat ion is
more widespread, consisting of
PCB's, arsenic, DOT, and diel-
drin. Sampling during the Reme-
dial Design (RD) phase will be
done to more accurately deter-
mine the current extent of so i l
contamination

Ground water contaminat ion,
found pr imai i ly within the si te
boundaries, consists of trichlor-
oethene (TCE), dichloro-ethene
(DCE), arsenic, and lead. Resi-
dential well contamination would
pose an unacceptable risk
through ingestion of the carcino-
gens TCE and arsenic. Results of
ground water sampling conduct-
ed by MDNR in 1987 indicated
that the contamination is migrat-
ing to the north. If left untreated,
ground water contamination
threatens to affect drinking water
wells off-site. The shallow soil
contaminants pose both a direct
contact threat and a threat to the
food chain through bioaccumula-
tion of toxics.

SUMMARY OF RISKS

A Risk Assessment was made as
part of the Rl to characterize the
nature and estimate the magni-
tude of risk to public health and
the environment caused by the
contaminants ident i f ied at the
site. A variety of organic and
inorganic compounds were iden-
tified as the contaminants of con-
cern.

In order for a contaminant to be a
risk to public health, there must
be contact with the contaminant,
or an "exposure pathway". The
human exposure pathways at the
si te, both current and future,
include contact with the site soil
and air , and ingest ion of the
ground water. The site is fenced,
so access to the contaminated
so i l is cu r ren t l y temporar i l y
restricted. Casual usage of areas
in and surrounding the site might
possibly expose individuals to
potential airborne contaminated
particles. Ground water in the
area is a source for residential
water. However, data from the
nearby residential wells indicate
that the contaminated ground
water has not migrated off-site to
impact individual drinking water
wells.

The current and future potential
impacts to the environment are
primarily the adverse effects to
wildlife that may inhabit or feed in
the fenced-in disposal areas
where high levels of contamina-
tion were detected in the surface
soils.

EPA is recommending the remedi-
al action considered the most
comprehensive in removing and
treating the on-site contamination
in order to minimize or eliminate
the risks to public health and the
environment.
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* Design is conceptual only. Exact details will be
determined during remedial design.

PROPOSED REMEDIAL
ALTERNATIVES

A Feasibility Study (FS), which
examines remedial alternatives
for the cleanup of contaminated
soil and ground water at the site
has been completed. A summary
of the alternatives is presented in
this document. Soil Alternatives
1-5 address soil contamination,
and Ground water Alternatives 1
and 2 address ground water con-
tamination remedies. The alter-
natives are summarized below
and described individually.

Soil Alternative 1: No Action

ERA requires that a "No Action"
alternative be considered. Under
the No Action alternative, ERA
wou ;d not take any act ion to
remove or reduce contaminant
levels on-site and ground water
would continue to degrade. Insti-
tutional controls (deed and land-
use restrictions) would be imple-
mented to limit exposure to sur-
face contaminants and may be
effective in the snort term. Peri-
odic site inspections would be
made to determine the need for
maintenance of the site fence.

This alternative would have no
effect on the reduction of risk to
human health or the environment.
Costs for this alternative would be
incurred for site fencing exten-
sions and deed restrictions, as
well as annual site inspections
and maintenance. This alternative
is easily implementable, but does
not protect human health and the
environment, nor does it meet any
identified ARARs for the site. (For
a discussion of ARARs, see #2 in
the Nine Evaluation Criteria on
pages.)

Total Estimated Cost: $87,600

Soil Alternative 2: Off-site
Land Disposal

Alternative 2 would consist of
excavating and transporting con-
taminated soil to an off-site land
disposal facility permitted by the
Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) About
11,820 cubic yards of contami-
nated soil would be excavated
and hauled away by truck. Sur-
face depressions left by excava-
tions would be backfi l led with
clean soil and graded to prevent
surface water ponding. Regula-

tions which forbid land disposal
of certain contaminants may pre-
vent implementing this alterna-
tive.

This alternative utilizes a well
established technology, but under
Section 121(b) of SARA, off-site
land disposal without prior treat-
ment is the least preferred
method for cleaning up Super-
fund sites. This alternative does
not meet all the identified ARARs.

Total Estimated Cost: $6,738,560

Soil Alternative 3: Surficial
Capping

Alternative 3 consists of capping
the surfaces of the site which
exhibit chemical contamination.
The cap would serve to prevent
contact with surface contami-
nants. It would also prevent fur-
ther leaching of subsur face
chemicals by diverting rainwater
away from the contaminated soil
and would minimize movement of
the soil by preventing erosion by
wind and water. The cap would
consist of a 36-inch impermeable
layer of compacted clay, a syn-
thetic liner, another 24 inches of
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'Mobile Incinerator
Incineration involves extremely high temperatures to break hazardous
organic substances down into their very basic elements such as carbon,
nitrogen, and hydrogen. Incineration would take place on-site using a
mobile incinerator, which would be dismantled and removed from the site.
Elements produced after initial treatment of contaminated materials are
further treated to make safer compounds such as water, carbon dioxide
and nitrogen oxides. Some gas is produced through the incineration pro-
cess, but it is treated to meet federal air quality standards before being
released to the atmosphere. Also, an ash residue remains after material is
incinerated. This ash will be tested and disposed of on-site within the dis-
posal area. Properly done, high-temperature incineration is a safe, effi-
cient, odorless, and smokeless process that renders most toxic organic
waste permanently harmless.

«> Design is conceptual. Exact details will be determined during remedial design.

earthen materials, and finally,
clean topsoil and vegetation.
Periodic inspection and mainte-
nance would be needed to main-
tain the physical mtergrity of the
cap.

Human health and the environ-
ment would be protected by this
al ternat ive. Capping would
decrease contamination mobility,
but would not reduce contami-
nant toxicity or volume. There-
fore, this alternative is not consid-
ered a permanent treatment rem-
edy. The contaminants would still
be present, giving rise to both
institutional controls and the pos-
sible need for future remedial
action. It is estimated that it
would take three months to install
the cap. The technology required

for this remedy is well-estab-
lished; however, there is the
potential for noise and dust prob-
lems during construction. This
alternative does not meet all iden-
tified ARARs.

Total Estimated Cost: $914,750

Soil Alternative 4: On-site
Incineration, Solidification

Alternative 4, like Alternative 2,
would require approximately
11,820 cubic yards of contami-
nated soil to be excavated. The
soil would be incinerated on-site,
permanently destroying the
RGB's, VOC's and pesticides.
The metals in the resultant ash
would be tested and, if needed,
solidified to reduce contaminant

mobility. The solidified ash would
be backfilled on-site and covered
with clean soi l . A l ternat ive 4
would protect human health and
the environment because the
shallow soil contaminants would
be destroyed or isolated, and the
ground water degradation from
these contaminants would be
reduced. However this alterna-
tive does not address the volatile
organic compounds in the deep
soil. On-site field testing of incin-
eration will be performed.

Based upon an estimated feed
rate of 5 tons per hour, it would
take approximately six months to
complete the incineration process
after construction of the unit is fin-
ished. Th is al ternat ive would
protect human health and the
environment, but does not meet
all identified ARARs.

Total Estimated Cost: $8,664,000

If inorganics are immobilized in
the incinerator ash, solidification
would be unnecessary, resulting
in a savings of approximately
$1,530,000.

Soil Alternative 5: On-site
Incineration, Solidification,
In-situ Vacuum Extraction

Like Alternatives 2 and 4, Alterna-
tive 5 would require that approxi-
mately 11,820 cubic yards of con-
taminated soil be excavated. The
soil would then be incinerated on-
s i te , permanently destroying
RGB's, VOC's, and pesticides.
The metals in the resulting ash
would be tested and, if needed,
solidified to reduce the movement
of hazardous mater ials. The
solidified ash would be backfilled
on-site and covered with clean
soil.
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Alternative 5 would also use in-
situ vacuum extraction to
remove and treat the VOC's
which have penetrated to the
deeper soi l . During this
process, wel ls would be
•nstalled below the ground sur-
face. A vacuum attached to the
weils would begin a flow of air
throughout the soil. This air flow
would cause the VOC's to evap-
orate into a gas. The VOC gas
would be released through the
wells and captured in a carbon
filter for final disposal.

It would take approximately one
to two years to implement this
alternative. The incineration
process is wel l developed,
although the in-situ vacuum
extract ion process would
require testing on the site to ver-
ify its effectiveness. This alter-
native would fully protect human

health and the environment, and
meets all identified ARARs.

Total Estimated Cost: $8,991,668

Ground Water Alternative 1:
No Action

Alternat ive 1 would restr ict
future ground water use at or
near the site and would monitor
the potential movement of con-
taminants off-site. Supplemen-
tal monitoring wells would be
installed on-site to help track
the plume. Wells would be
sampled twice a year, and a
contingency plan for future site
action would be developed if
the contaminants were to
exceed predetermined limits.

This alternative would not be
fully protective of human health,
and adverse environmental

effects may be expected based
on the ground water monitoring
results. The presence of many
different chemicals in the soil
above the plume indicates that
future contamination of the
ground water will occur at high-
er concentrations. No reduction
in toxicity, mobility, or volume
would result from the remedy.
The remedy is easily implement-
ed, but not protective of human
health and the environment. It
also does not meet identified
ARARs.

Total Estimated Cost: $504,600

Addit ional costs may be
incurred in the future if off-site
drinking water wells are con-
taminated by the Springfield
plume. These costs have not
been calculated at this time.



Ground Water Alternative 2:
Ground Water Extraction and
Carbon Adsorption

Alternative 2 would utilize a sys-
tem of extraction wells to arrest
and reverse the movement of
the ground water on-site. The
acidity/alkalinity levels of the
ground water would be adjusted
to enhance ef f ic iency of the
treatment process, and activat-
ed carbon would then be
employed to remove trace
quantities of TCE and arsenic.
TOE, arsenic, and lead levels
would be reduced to conform
with federal drinking water stan-
dards. Following treatment and
testing, it is anticipated that the
cleaned water would be dis-
charged back into the ground
water system. Addit ional
ground water sampling would
be done during Remedial
Design (RD) to better determine
the extent of ground water con-
tamination, and the ground
water remedy would be refined
based on the results of that
sampling.

This alternative, coupled with an
appropriate soil remediation
alternative, would be fully pro-

GROUNDWATER
ADSORPTION

CARBON TANKS

CLEAN WATER DRAINAGE

STORAGE/SETTLING TANKS

EXTRACTION WELL-

CONTAMINATED
AQUIFER

tective of human health and the
environment since the contami-
nants in the ground water would
be reduced to protective levels.
This remedy is easy to imple-
ment, and meets all the identi-
fied ARARs for the site.

Total Estimated Cost: $279,600

SCOPE AND ROLE OF
REMEDY

ERA developed and evaluated
these options to address the
contamination found in the soil
and ground water. After careful
analysis of those alternatives,

ERA has defined its preferred
remedial alternative.

EPA's preferred alternative for
the Springfield site will address
the source of contamination
through remediation of soil and
of the ground water. Remedia-
tion of the soil will prevent future
ground water degradation and
will also remove the real and
potential direct contact hazard
posed by the RGB's. Remedia-
tion of the ground water wil l
restore the aquifer to drinkability
and prevent contamination of
drinking water wells at nearb
homes.
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MAILING LIST ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS
To be placed on the mailing list to receive information on the Springfield site or to update your
mailing address, please fill out and mail
this form to: Name: _______________________

Dan O'Riordan
Community Relations Coordinator
U.S. ERA , 5PA-14
230 S. Dearborn
Chicago, IL 60604

Address:

Telephone:
Affiliation:.
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1-800-621-8431
(8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. C.S.t)

Robin Campbetl
State Project Manager
Mich. Dept of Natural Re®urces
Supertund Section

bal cornmefits wilf be
from July 13 to îtgust 13, 1990,
and will be;addressed in the

$urama^y of the
of UScisloii IfiQD). All

be directed to:

All
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for putlte
at: : ;- '

will IWIc a jauMcj megtlng on
July 24, 1 090, ft th« Springfield

Halt, 1$ dts|û s the pra-
rernedtal.

made until aftif* tt»i
perifltt -has ;

&EPA U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 5
Office of Public Affairs (SPA-14)
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, IL 60604


